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Leadzrs in industsial and educarional crgarizavions
have increasingly emphasized the importance c¢f identifying
the work attitudeeg, values, and motivatious that esmployees
zssnciate with their jobe. Vroom and Deci {1970) have
pr&posed that differences in performance of individuals

" deoing the same type of work could be attrikbuted to differences

3
——— v
- e,

CTUTTIATEKLI1Y ox ability and work motivation. Several research

4 and development projects have attempted to describe, explain,
and predict employee motivation to work. Prcgress toward

F : the foregoing goal was made in a study by Ford, Borgatta,

and Bohranstedt (1969). UYsing the Work Components Study

(WCS) questicnnaire which was designed to operationalize

Herzberg‘s two factoxr theoxy of work motivation aand Blum's

security orientation, these researchers demonstrazted the

predictive power of the WCS as a selection device. They

found that new college*level employees of an industrial

organization who scored the highest on a subscale measuring

competitiveness were perceived by the company as moving

ahead most rapidly. Miskel (1972) fcund educators group's

tc differ on motivation to work, Patiton (1972) found

differences in the motivation tc work across different business

oxrganizations., The purpose of the current study is to

- complement foreqoing studies by comparing the work motiveation
of business managers and of the personnel of the public

school system.

R -




Kats L ONSG .6 .x:

PrRhfudbepss

The thaoretical basis of fne WCS is the two factor
thec 'y of motivation to work developed by herzberg, Mausnerx,
and Snyderman (1959)., The firat level factors involve the
objective elements of the job situation. Tae second level
facl.ors involve the need and value systems of the work.urs.
Herzberg found that workers have positive reaction to istrinsic
agpects of the actual job {achievement, recognition, advwnce-
ment, work itself, responsibility}. Negative reaction wab
found in extrinsiz or envizcnmental aspects of the job
situation (company policy, administration., taechnical super-~
vision, interpersonal relations, werking conditicns, job
security; . Her:zberg described intrinsic variables as
motivators or satisfiers and the eYtrin51c variables as
hygiene factors.

Centers and Burgental (196%6) have found that individuals
at higher occupational levels tend to place greater value
on intrinsic job facters than do individuzls at lewer
occupational levels. White-collar vworkers were found to
place more importonce on interest in the work invelving
gkillae and talents reguired by the job, and personal satis-
fastion received from the job. Blue-collar workers, on the
other hand, tend to select or stay with a particular job

bacause of monetary rewards, type of co-workers, and jcb

security.




The raseavch of Blum (19€1) showed a relat:onshig
between an individusal ‘s desire Zor job sgecurity and the
type of job an individuaxl zelects. Blum suggeste:
might prefexr a %02 with low szceurity if the job piovides
opportunity for achievement, rscognition, or adva.ucement,
while other individuals might prefer job security. These
findings were incorpcrated intc the develooment of the WCIS.
The original devzlopment of the WCS (Rorgattia, i967) was
conducted under the assumpticn that people respond differently
toc the factors in the job situation, and that an organization
would select people for managerial positionu that show
incidental woncern for the hygiene facrors rathsr than those
that are overly concerned with the hygiene frctors. The
rationals for this assumption was that managerial positions
ars probably low in hygiens rewards and high in opportunity
for intrinsic reward. Peoplie pcsseszsing a securiiy complex
cannot function in the typical managerial type po«ition, as

low hygienic conditions create {rustration and ninimiz

their motivation to verform. Browm (1970) found that

business administrators scored significantly higher than
school sdmiaistratore on risk propensity, achievement
metivation, and incentives subscales.

For this study it was oroposed that some factors of
moiivation aze ralated to the particular type of =2mployment

organization an individual selects, and some factors of




rosivation relate to ths characteristics of the jcb itself.
It follows that central office administratcrs and dbusiness
managers should be more similarly motivated on intrinsic,
security, and risk factors thazn teachers and principals.
Thus, there should exist motivational factors which are
common to people in administrative positions. Similarly.,
a person's selection of a partizular type of employment
organization should relate to certain motivational factors
which are common to most employees of the oxganizatioﬁ.

For this paper it was hypothesized that motivational
factors to work differ between teachers, principalis, central
office‘administrators, and business managers. Specifically,
the poszited crder on security and’ extrinsic factors is
teachers, principals, central office administrators and
buziness managers. On rigk and intrinsic factors of
mctivation the crdezr of the groups shouid be reveirsed with
business managers scoring highest and teachcrs scoring

lowest. - - -

Methodology

Instrumentation

In developing the WCS, ten theoretical categories
were devised assuming some correspondence to the f{irst and
second lavel factors posited by Herzberg. BAn inclusive list

of content ideas under each category was comstructed. The

- 4 - ‘ : H




primary sample anazlyzed werz 153 University of Wisconsin
college students. Using principla components var imax
rotaticn, six factors were selected as having reasonably
clear definition with the promise for the constructiorn cf
subtests having some degzee of independence {Eorgatta,
19671 . e - -

The ¥WCS was adapted for use in the educasional
crganization by Miskel and Heller-{1972). To presexve
rontent, the original items were rewoxréed by replacing
words relating to industrial work situation with zorresponding
vords pertaining to_an educational work situation. Aas an
example, “school" was substituted for "company.” The final

instrument, the Education Work Components Study (EWCS) .

consisted of 56 Likert-type which were showm to be relatvively
srable when used in the educational organization. Using
principle components wvarimax rotation the SWCS produced
gix well defined factors. The sbove researchers reported the
alpha coefficients {Cronback, 1951}, the estimated reliz~
n»ilities of the subscales rénged from .73 o .83,

The EWCS is composed of the followinj six factors:

1. Potential for persoral challenge and development
(8 items). The factox contains items whnich purport to measure
the desirability of a job in which there is an opportunity
for creativity, an opportunity for as much responsibility as
one wants, and an emphasis on individual ability. )

2. Comparativeness desirability (and reward of success)

(7 items).. The factor contains items which meacsure whether an

-5—
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jrdividual seeks job si:uwations vhere the salary is detexminad

by merit, the compstition 1s keen, and the emphasis xs on
accomplishnent,

3, plerance for work pressure (9 items!. The factor
contains ‘.ems which measure attitudes toward situvations
vhere the work load might be excessive or where a parson
might have to take work hame.

4. Conservative securicy (11 items). The fautor
contains items to measure whetber the individual wants to
play it safe and have security with well-defined pzomotion
guidelines and job xoutines.

5. Willingness tc seek reward in spite of uncertainty
versus avoidance of uncertainly (loﬂitema?. The factcer
contains items %o measure whether the individual is willing
to &0 interesting work ewven though he might get fired easily

or it might bz a short-zun job.

-

-

6. Surround concerr (1} items). The factor contains
items to measure the individual's concers with the hygienic
aspects c¢f the job.

Business managers sampied during this study received
s modified form of the WCS. The 56 items found to be stable
and reliable in an educational organization were taker from
the industrial form developed by Borgatta (1367).

vhe adacators sampled during the study received copies

of the EWCS. Consequently, the instruments received by

--6—




business managers and educeiors were parzllel; that is, the
items were identical except for references to company instead
of school and vice varsa.

For both forms, thé responcents read: "How desirable
would YOU consider each of the following items in a job for
ICU? A job where...” The items followed, each with a five
point Likert-type response varying from "completely undesir-
able, weuld never take the job™ to "extremely desirable,
would favor the job greatly."™ The response categories
were assigned arbitrary values cf one to five.

:.:...The scores cbtained from the two parailel forms of

the EWCS are designed to reasure the various facets of work
motivation. Here lies the basis for ansvexring the primzry
quastions presented in this study. Are managers in different
types of employment organizaticn motivated by the same factors?
Are all employees who select a particular type of eméloyment

organization motivated by the same fazctors?

Sampling

| A sample of 265 businer. managers were randomly selected
from service, manufacturing, and financial industries in

the greater Kansas City area. The representation from each
type is as follows: one huadred forty from service industries
(computing and utilities); sixty from manufacturing industriss
(clothing, steel, and tool); sixty-five from fimancial indus-
tries (insurance and securities), Using an original and

one follow-up mailing, 192 or 72.4% of the questionnaires
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were ratuznad as follows: service ipdusivies, 174 (F.%):
manufacturing, 33 (55%); and finance, 51 (72.4%).

From three school districts in the same met:opolitan
region a stratified random sample of €83 teachers and
admanisgfatocs was selected. The approximate numper of
teacheré and administrators employed at each school district
at the time of sampling was as follcws: district A, 400;
district B, 1,500; and distrxict €, 2,300. The fcllowing
are the three guidelines used in selecting subjects: ({(a}

25 percent from district A, the smallest, versus 2.5

percent from districts B and C, (5) 50 percent of the
admini%trators and counselcers versus 10 percent of the
teachers, and (¢! a separate sample of 50 elementzry male
teachers. The return from 118 administrators and 432 teachers
were received. The total of 550 represented 80.5 percent

of subjects selected.

knalxsis

'~* FPoux this study four groups were identified: teachers,
principals, central office administrators, and business
madagers. The computer proqgram used to conduct the primary
analysis of the data required equal sample size for all groups.
Using the smallest group size, az the sample size, 48 sub-

4ects were randomly selected from each of the remainin
: g

groups.




Maitivariated arzlysis of variancs tzebndgques (Dixen,
1989) was used to analyze the data. For descriprive pug-
Poses each of the six factors was systematically co-varied
out of the complete desian. 2as stggested by Cocley and
Lohnes {1971), uaivariate F-ratios were computed in an
effort to establish which variabie contributed to group
discrimination. Follewing a significant univariate F-ratios,
alli pairs of group means were compared using the Tukey
(a) procedure (Winer, 1262). Finally, as an altarnate post
hoc procedure a multiple contrast between business manager
means and a combination sf the means for the three educator
groups was conducted, The exzct probability of all F-ratios

was computed using a procedure described by Veldman (1967).

Resules

Tha vesvits of the multi-variate analysis are
summarized ir Table 1. As indicated, the obtaein muici-
variate P~ratio for sach of the designs iz significant bevond
the .05 level. The P-ratics and corresponding probabilities
presented in Table 1, ciearlv, indicated that the vectors

of group means differ significantly.

-~

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE
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Yo identify the variables most liikxaly to eoocant for
gsoup diffezences, & univariate analys.s of variance was
conducted on each variable. Tihe resglts of these analyses
are preserted in Table 2. The obtained F-ratiss for
variebles 2, 3, 4, and 6 are sigqnificant beyoni the .03
level. Coasideraticn of Table 1 and Table 2, indicate the
inmportance of variables 1 and 3. First Talle I indicctes
that there is no si¢nificant difference hatween the group
means. However, when each of tie wvariahies was co~varied
from the multi-variate design, the F-ratio increased. Thus,
the variables tend to decrease ihe erxor veriance within
groups. In this manner, potgntial for personal challeange
and wiliingness to seek reward contribute to the significzant
difference found to exist betwzen the elements oi the
set of group mean vectors. The results of the post hoc

analysis of each variable will Lie vresented and discussed

separately” in the following paragraphs,

S TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

2s indicated in Tsbie 2, the univariace P-ratio for
the competitivenecss desirability sub-gscale was significant
beyor:d the .01 level, The means foz each of the griups were
compared using the Tukey {e) procedure. The results summarized
in Table 3 indicate business managers and central office

administrators had mean scores significartly higher than the

R e v TR SN TR ARSI S SR Wm




mean scoras of priacipals and teachexs. There was no
significant differenca hetween the means of ceniral office
administrators znd business managers. Thus, the dats
indicates business managers and central office administrators
view competition more favorable than do teachers and princi-~

pals. --- - .. - cet . ) i . |

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

. . . The univariate F-ratio computed for the consesvative
security subscale was significant at the .05 level. However,
the Tukey (a) procedure did not indicate that the difference
between any pair of means was significant. As an alternate
po3t hoc procedure, a multiple contrast bhetween the wmean for

business managers and a combination of the means fox the

three educator groups was conducted (Winer, 1962). The

weights for the contrast were as follows: business

managers—--3, teachers--1, principals--1, and central office~-1.
The test determined the contrast to be significant beyond

the .01 level. The mean for business managers was significantly |
lower thar a combination of educator groupr means on the

conservacive security subscale. Thus, the data indicates

that business manayers show less concerned for jol: security

than do =ducato:s.

»

- 11 -




The obtaired wnivariaze P-ratioc for the tolarance for
work pressure variable was highly significant. Post hoc )
comparison of the means, surmarized in Table 4, indicate
teachers scored significantly lower on tolerance for wark
2 .e. ure than each of the other groups. Furthermore, there
was no significent difference bestween the means of the
principals, central office administrators and business
managers. Thus the data indicates teachers show less

tolerance for work pressure than each of the wther groups.

TABLE 4 ABOUT HZRE

The univariate F-ratio for the surround concern
sukscale vas siénificant beyond the .01 level. The post
hoc comparison of the means, summarized in Table 5, indicate
that the mean for business managers is sigmificantly lower
than each of the educator group means. There was no
significant difference between the means within the educator
groups. The data indicates business managers are significantly
less concerned about their surrounding environmen:t than

employees of the educational organization.

TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

- 12 -




The data indicates that the motivation to work of the four groups,
teachers, principals, central office administrators, differs significantly.
The teééhers and principals showed significantly less concern for reward
of success than business managers and central office administrators. The
teachers showed significantly less tolerance for work pressure than the
other three groups. The business managers showed significantly less
concern about job security and surround concern than did the teacher groups.
Further, within the educators there was no significant difference on the
conservative security and surround concern subscales.

The posited ordering of the groups: business managers, central
office administrators, principals, teachers was confirmed. The relation-
ship of the group means is graphically presented in Figure 1. Of the
three educator groups, central office administrators showed motivation
to work most similar to business managers. The data supports the
following conclusions:

1) Business managers are less concerned about job security and
surrounding environmental conditions than employees of the educational
institutions.

2) Business managers and central office personnel are more motivated
to work by factors relating to competitive desirabilfty and reward of success
than are teachers and principals.

3) Teachers have less tolerance for work pressure than the three
other groups considered.

The data indicates that employees of the public schools as a group are

motivated to work by iob security and surround concern. The results generally

-13 -




support the posited relationship that educators are motivated to work by
different factors than are business managers. Further the findings
indicate that motivating factors exist which are common to employees in
management positions. More specifically, the conceptual model of Pavalko
(1971) and the research findings of Brown are supported. Educators, as a
group, place more emphasis on the hygiene factors of security and work
surroundings while business managers are more competitive. However,
central office personnel differ from other educators in that they place

an emphasis similar to that of business managers on reward of success.

- 14 -




KEFERERCES

Blum, 5. E. The &=sire for security. Jovrnal of Sducational
Psychiology, 1961, 52, 317-321.

Boergatta, E. F. The werk components szudy: A set of measures
for work motivation. Journal of Fsychologicali Studies,
1967; 169 l—ll-

Borgatta, E. ™., Ford, R. M. and Bohrnstedt, G. W, The work
compenents study: & revised set of measures for work
motivation., Multivariate Dehavioral Rezsearcn, 1938,
S, 403-414, o

Brown, J. Risk propensity in decision raking: & comparison
of business and public school adninistrators, Admini-
stratich Science Quarterly, 197G, 13, 475~80.

Cencers, R. and Bugéntal, P. P. Intrinsic and extrinsic
job motivation among different segments of the working
populzaticn, Journal of Applied Psychoclogy, 196€, 50,
193-187,

Ccoley, W. W, and Lchnes, P. R. Multivariate Data Analysis.
New York: John Wiley & 3ons, 1971.

Cromkach, L. J. Coefficient alpha and the internal structure
of tests. Psvchometrika, 1951, 16, 297-334,

Dixon, W. J. (Ed.) Biomedical Computer Programs: X-Series
Supplament. Los Rageles: University of California
Press, 1i96€9.

Ford, R. N., Borgatta, E. F. zand Bohrnstedt, G. W. se of
the work compeonents study with new college-level
employees. Journail of Applied Psychoicgy, 1969, 53,
367~376. ‘

Herzbexg, F., Mausner, E., and Snyderman, 2. B, Yhe Motivatiow
To ¥Work. New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1859.

Miskel, C. G. The motivation nf educaiors to work.
BEdvcational Administration Quartarly, Spring, 1973.

Miskel, C. ¢, and Haller, L. 7The stability of a modified
work components study questionnaire in the educaticnal
organization. Paper prasented at the annual meeting of

the Bmerican Educationai Research Association, April,
1972,

i




Patton, Marcus S. The Motiva

Pavaiko, R.

Veldman,

Vroom, V, H,

vation v Work of Susiness Managers.
£n unpublished Masters p projact.  School of Education,
University of Ransas, 1972,
vGClOlﬁUi>2£ Cocupation aad Professions. 1Itasca,
Illinois: F. E, Peannck Puniishers, Inc., 1071.
J. Furtran Programming £for the Bebavioral
Sgiences. New York: Holt, Rinenart, Winston, 1967.
and Deci, E. L. Manacemest ard Mctivation.
Baltimore: Penguin Books, Inc,, 1870.
Statistical Principles in Experimental nDe<ign,

Winer, B, J.

New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1571,

S




Table 1

MUOLTIVARIATE F~RATIOS FOR THE
6X¥X EWCS FACTORS

Covatiates F-Ratic Probability

All 6 variables as

dependent variable $.77 001
Variable 1 6.74 .001
Variable 2 4£.84 003
Variable 3 4.38 .003
Variable 4 €.32 .001
Variable 5 €.48 .001
Variable 6 5.86 001




L]

UNTVARIATE AMALYS

':
LY

OF VARIANC

FOR TER

e}

SY4 EWCH FRALTORE
Variable Source df, M.5. F-ratio ¥robebilities
1. Foten:ial for Personal .
Challenge and Develop- Between 3 6,12 0.82 <545
Rent Within 158 it.2
2. Competitive Desirability Uetween 3 317,942 3,89 .00003
{and Reward of Success) Hithin 138 32,13
3. Tolerance for V%Work Between 3 181.91 2.65% 00004
Pregsure within 188 18.83
4. Conservativa Security Botwsen 3 106.52 2.75 .0432
witkin 188 38.68
%, Willingness to Seeak Between 3 94.6¢€ 2.03 1087
Reward in Spite of Hithin 188 45.62
Bpoertainty vs. &veid-
snce of Unceriainty
5. Surrcuand Consern Between 3 139.5¢€ 4.88 .0031
within 138 28.63




TABLE 3 s

CCMPARISON OF THE GROUP KEANS FOR COMPETITIVENESS

DESIRABILITY AND REWARD OF SUCCESS s ?
o
Groups -é
Central Office
Teachers Principals Adninistrators Business

Means 23.08 24,10 27.55 28,29

23,08 akd i
24.10 * okl _;
27.65 ‘ s

i 28.25

* Significant beyond the .65 level

## gignificant beyond the .0l level

Iz




COMPARISON OF TEFE GRCUP MEANS FOR TOLERANCE FOR

. HWORK PRESSURE

Groups

Central Office Business
Teachers Principals Administrators Managers

Means 27.35 30.560 31.15 31.69
27.35 &% *® ¥ wE
30.€0 |
31.15
31.69

** cignificant beyond the .01 level




-

TABLE 5

CUMPARISCN OF THE CROUP MEANS ON 'PHE SURROUND

CONCERN

Groups

Central Office
Business Principals Teachers Administrators

Means 40.92 44.25 44,35 44.38

49,92 ® * *
, 44.25
44.35
44.38

*Significant beyond the .05 level
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